Pragmatic markers, either primary or secondary, contribute to the specificity of languages and are sensitive on being translated. This study traces the use of well, the commonest pragmatic marker in the English discourse, in a corpus of translated Arabic novels. The study, too, addresses the influence of the translators' phonological awareness on their word choices, in the same corpus. Adjacent consonants, consonant-starting and quarter-syllabic words are studied in four groups: free writing of native authors as a control group (G1), literary translations by native English translators (G2), literary English translations by Arabic translators (G3) as well as literary English translations by joint effort (native-speaking and non-native-speaking translators) [G4]. The findings are statistically compared using one-way ANOVA test. Results show a statistically significant difference in the use of the pragmatic marker well and in the use of the three phonological patterns among the four groups. The findings are interpreted and implications are offered for the pragmatic gap and linguistic competence between native-speaking and non-native-speaking translators.
Introduction
emphasizes that translator's phonetic and pragmatic awareness are instrumental to rendering a successful translation. In English, pragmatic markers have a variable and context-bound character. Their meaning therefore cannot be described in the same way as lexical elements which have a more stable lexical meaning (Aijmer, 2015) . This is not the case in Arabic. Phonetically speaking, phonotactic probability and phonological awareness might influence several cognitive processes (Vitevitch & Luce, 2005) .
This study uses literary translation materials, as a rich medium for measuring language production, among native-speaking and non-native speaking translators with regard to pragmatic markers acquisition and phonological awareness. The studied language pair is Arabic-English. All the studied novels are originally written in Arabic and are translated into English. Both versions are used in this study. The first hypothesis postulates that mastering the use of primary pragmatic markers, e.g., well, is variable among native-speaking and non-native speaking translators. This study hypothesizes also that phonological awareness affects word choices among the studied groups of translators. The third hypothesis postulates that both incompetent use of well, as a prototypical pragmatic marker, and deficient use of phonologically problematic words for Arabic learners affect the overall readability of the rendered translation among the studied groups.
The output of this paper, other than investigating the validity of the three hypotheses mentioned above, is a lexicon of difficult-to-learn words L1 Arabic translators usually avoid regardless of the frequency of using such words and familiarity to target readers.
The rest of this paper is organized into five sections. Section 2 briefs the theoretical background and the basic neurolinguistics evidence which supports the hypotheses of the present study. The methodology of this research is explained in the third section. Section 4 displays results and findings. Discussion of the findings and relating them to that of the relevant literature is detailed in Section 5. The final section presents the concluding remarks and recommends possible directions for future research. Rinne et al. (2000) concludes that translation into a non-native language is cerebrally more demanding task than translating into a native language. Mateo (2014) emphasizes that translator's phonetic and pragmatic awareness are instrumental to rendering a successful translation. Therefore, we investigate the influence of two variables on the quality of the rendered translation. In this section, we introduce a brief introduction about pragmatic marker as well as phonological awareness and phonotactic probability.
Theoretical Background

Well as a Prototypical Pragmatic Marker
Pragmatic markers and discourse markers are either primary or secondary. A primary pragmatic marker is the most general in its class, while the secondary markers of the class carry a more specific relationship (Norrick, 2009) . Pragmatic markers do have a variable and context-bound character. They, however, get their meaning through 'dynamic sense-making' in local situated contexts as explained by the theory of meaning potentials. This holds true especially in corpus-based pragmatic investigations (Aijmer, 2015; Norrick, 2009 ). We study well as a primary pragmatic marker in English. In Modern Standard Arabic, the corresponding primary pragmatic markers are 'hassanan', 'beltaba' and 'taba'an'. However, the use of Arabic primary pragmatic markers is much lesser than the use of primary pragmatic markers in English.
Well, as a pragmatic marker, poses versatile and dynamically rich meaning which is activated according to the pursuit of negotiating situated interpretations. Well functions conventionally at the levels of grammatical construction, phonology, syntax, semantics, prosody, pragmatics, discourse, etc., which represents a generalization about speakers' grammatical knowledge. However, the complex functional usages, repetition frequencies as well as the ontolexical link between form and function add up to creating the big picture of the speaker's sociolinguistic background. The major functionality of well can be attributed to possessing a core meaning which is underspecified and becomes enriched in context and to possessing a prototypical meaning from which other uses can be derived. Well can also characterize opening a discussion, challenging, hedging, or modifications the users are prone to make. Typically, well co-occurs with pauses or with phrases such as I guess or I don't know (Cuenca, 2008) .
Other "micro-functions", or subsenses, have been also proposed (Aijmer, 2015 ):
• Word search and self-repair: well is then used in a falling or rising tone.
• Projecting a new turn: well is a powerful projection device pointing forwards to the next turn or discourse unit.
• Transition according to an agenda: being used as a contextualization cue, well signals a change of topic or speech act according to an agenda or an interpretative frame
• Transition to a quotation: well makes the description more vivid and emotional. There, it typically collocates with a form of say or think and occasionally other verbs such as 'wonder' and 'ask'.
Translating narrative discourses in literary texts and in verbal communication warrants a creative attitude in using pragmatic markers (Peterlin & Moe, 2016; Metsä-Ketelä, 2016; Alós, 2016) . Therefore, introducing such pragmatic markers to the translated Arabic novels, or literature, should be attempted whenever indicated in order to enhance the readability of the translated texts (House, 2013; Nord, 2014) . Arabic translators, accordingly, should become more familiar with the use of pragmatic markers on translating into English. Therefore, we correlate the incidence of occurrence of 'well' in the translated novels to the frequency of using Arabic primary pragmatic markers in the original text.
Phonological Awareness and Phonotactic Probability
Based on the impact of the mother tongue, English learners face some problems in accepting and phonetically pronouncing, among many, some minimal pairs, consonant clusters and sequential consonant articulations (Leather, 1999 , Roberts & Meyer, 2012 . Certain sounds and sound combinations are frequent in Arabic but they are totally absent in English and vice versa. It is evident that such disparity influences language learning and production. Reviewing neurolinguistics evidence, Veroude et al. (2010) conclude that the left supramarginal gyrus, the pars opercularis and left supplementary motor area as well as the left insula and left posterior superior and middle temporal gyri are responsible for phonological acquisition of new vocabulary. Phonological awareness skills predict of literacy ability because they allow recognition of the constituents of words that facilitate letter to sound mapping. Kuo and Anderson (2010) introduced their structural sensitivity theory (SST) to explain the (in)ability of bilinguals to track the distribution of linguistic units of more than one language, re-conceptualize cross-language transfer and to define the impact of bilingualism on phonological awareness. Kuo and Anderson (2012) expand the SST further to go beyond infancy and extend to the acquisition of a new language. This divergence enabled the newer version of SST to provide insights on the adopted phonotactic patterns among bilingual learners. They conclude that the salience of segmental units, phonological regularity and orthography affected the extent to which phonological awareness is enhanced. Phonotactic probability refers to the frequency with which phonological segments and sequences of phonological segments occur in the words of a given language (Vitevitch & Luce, 2005) . Phonological segments or sequences of phonological segments that occur frequently in certain positions in a given language are said to be high in phonotactic probability, whereas less frequently occurring phonological segments and sequences of phonological segments are said to be low in phonotactic probability. Learning of novel words in adults is influenced by phonotactic probability (Storkel, Armbruster, & Hogan, 2006) .
Moreover, Finn and Kam (2008) suggest that prior linguistic knowledge, with regard to English phonotactics and phoneme co-occurrence, can interfere with learners' abilities to segment words from running speech using purely statistical cues at initial exposure. Earlier, Munson et al. (2005) demonstrated vocabulary size may mediate the influence of phonotactic probability on nonword repetition, perhaps due to its influence on the ongoing refinement of phonological categories. Pertinently, studies on mental graphemic representations have also reported similar findings (Badecker, 1996; Endress et al., 2010; Parra et al., 2011; Wolter & Apel, 2010) .
Failure to modify these phonotactic constraints would have resulted in the impermissible sequences (e.g., cat/z/). Phonemic errors occurring in producing non-English sequences even at advanced stages of articulatory motor processing are susceptible to correction. This is simply because phonotactic constraints have no corresponding acoustic-articulatory motor pathways which are important for phonetic perception. Longer words will pose greater problems because they increase the number of sublexical elements that are simultaneously being processed. This increases the opportunity for these elements to induce errors by interacting with each other and their various associated sublexical elements. Similarly, Dutch speakers systemically give the letter "x" the same pronunciation regardless of its location in the word. Accordingly, the set of 'example, anxiety, anxious, and extreme' would have no difference for most of them. Arabic and Spanish speakers pronounce sp-and stconsonant clusters as esp-and est-in splash and stadium. They are also inclined to utter the rolling or trilled /r/ sound. It is difficult for them to pronounce the /r/ sound properly (e.g., friend, Arabic, rare, drill…etc.). The monosyllabic and disyllabic words which contain consonant clusters and are minimal pairs are easier to pronounce. Examples include smear and steer, or wasps and wisped. However, the situation aggravates in polysyllabic words such as disgraced, emasculate, excrescent, eschatological, squaw, and extraditable. Given the complexity of the latter set of words, which included other predisposing factors, may account for the paucity of their use in the English writings/translations of the Arabs (Kenworthy, 1987) .
Defining lexical phonological neighbors as familiar words that differ from the target word by a single phoneme addition, substitution or deletion, Storkel et al. (2006) suggest that new words having a large number of lexical phonological neighbors appear to be learned faster than new words with a low-density lexical neighborhood. Moreover, lexical-semantic frequency, imageability and phonological neighborhood effects seem to contribute to learning difficulties of new L2 vocabulary (Nadeau, 2001) .
Most phonetic studies focus on verbal tasks and neuroimaging of cerebral changes. However, the written text can be also a medium for production task given that corpus tools enable, now more than ever, transcription and transliteration of words to universal codes regardless of the diverse writing systems of the studied languages. English and Arabic languages belong to a phoneme-grapheme writing system in which phonemes are represented by graphemes. However, their writing systems differ in a number of ways. First, English is alphabetic and Arabic is consonantal. Second, the respective writing systems are also different. The degree of transparency in Arabic is, on the one hand, consistent with a 1:1 phoneme-grapheme representation, and so the sound-symbol correspondences are relatively transparent. On the other hand, English has inconsistent and more complex representations, and so the sound-symbol correspondences are relatively opaquer than in Arabic (Saigh & Schmitt, 2012) . Further, Arabic speakers' pronunciation difficulties in rendering English sounds may be categorized into mild, moderate, and extreme. However, we use a unified web-based phonotactic probability calculator, Aljasser and Vitevitch (2018) developed, in which both Modern Standard Arabic and English are integrated.
Therefore, we hypothesize that L1 Arabic and L1 English translators differ in their use of phonotactic characteristics according to the different phonetic perception of words.
Methodology
This study aspired to check the frequency of using the primary pragmatic marker well in 19 English translations of Arabic novels. A primitive phase aimed to provide basic insights and reference measures. We extracted corpus-based distributional measures of well in megacorpora (British National Corpus [BNC] and American Spoken corpus and enTenTen15). Both measures were compared to the free writing of the native translators (G1).
This study hypothesized also that phonological awareness and phonotactic probability affect word choices among the studied groups of translators. Systematically reviewing the relevant studies on new vocabulary acquisition and phonetic difficulties for L1 Arabic learners, we compiled a list of phonetically problematic words (PPW) and measured their frequency in the above mentioned megacorpora. We also retrieved WordNet's familiarity score. Summed phoneme probabilities and summed biphone probabilities of each lemma were measured by KU's web-based phonotactic probability.
Phase 2 started off with checking the findings of phase 1 by native-speaking linguists. On validating the findings of phase 1, we conducted the two experiments of phase 2. We first preprocessed and cleaned the data (the 19 translated novels). We then compiled a main corpus which consisted of four major subcorpora representing four groups: (G1) free English writing as a control group; (G2) English translations of Arabic literary works by native speakers; (G3) English translations of Arabic literary works by non-native-speaking translators; and (G4) joint translation works. The four corpora represented samples of modern literary works in English. For all the imported texts, UTF-8 files were used to be compatible with the software programs: Content Analysis Software®, AntConc and Sketch Engine. After the data became ready for analysis, the first experiment measured frequencies of using "Well" in the four subcorpora. For conducting the second experiment, pre-determined phonemic syllables were used to generate a list of words which can test the phonetic hypothesis. The generated wordlist was then computationally bootstrapped for measuring the incidence of occurrence in the four groups at the unit level (novel) and at the group level (G1-G4). Eventually, a lexicon (Appendix 1) of the phonetically problematic words (PPW) for Arabic translators was exported. One-way ANOVA tests with post-hoc Tukey HSD tests were performed to measure the variance between the studied groups.
Results
The findings of this study are viewed in two consecutive phases. Phase 1 pertains to the findings extracted from the general megacorpora. A one-way ANOVA test was run to measure the variance between the studied groups (F = 26.7323, p < 0.05), suggesting that one or more groups are significantly different. The post-hoc Tukey HSD test identifies which of group pairs is significantly different from each other. Using the unified web-based phonotactic probability calculator, summed phoneme probabilities of representative examples of PPWs as well as their summed biphone probabilities are viewed. Pearson correlation co-eficient is 0.737. Therefore, the correlation is strongly positive. Using either summation of phoneme or biphone probabilities is therefore accepted. On correlating the summed phoneme probabilities to the corresponding phoneme probabilities of the most familiar synonyms, the coorelation is weak positive but is statistically insignificant (Table 2) . Table 4 demonstrates the statistical significance between the produce of the Arabic translators, in terms of using the PPWs, and the works in which they jointly participate (p-value < 0.05). Given this statistical significance, the null hypothesis, stating that there is no difference between the two studied groups, is rejected. This implies that the collaboration between Arabic and English translators improves the quality of the final product (G4). Nonetheless, there is no statistical significance between the production of the English translators, in terms of using the same set of words, and the native authors (p-value > 0.05). Given the statistical insignificance of this test, the null hypothesis, stating that there is no difference between these two studied groups, cannot be rejected. This implies that the English writers express such sets of words in both free and controlled writings. However, the incidence of use the annotated set of words by the Arabic translators, on the one hand, and the English writers, either authors or translators, on the other hand, is highly significant (p-value > 0.01). This may reveal the unnaturalness of the Arabic translators' product to English readers."
Discussion
Tavangar (2003) investigates some of the problems involved in translating foregrounded lexical items within the ijel.ccsenet.org Vol. 9, No. 3; 2019 domain of literary discourse: foregrounded through phonological, morphological and/or semantic motivation. In the same vessel, this study aims at measuring the impact of pragmatic markers acquisition and phonological awareness of non-native speaking and native-speaking translators on translating literary texts from Arabic into English.
International Journal of English Linguistics
According to Ellis (2006) , selective attention and transfer phenomena in L2 acquisition include contingency, cue competition, salience, interference, overshadowing, blocking, and perceptual learning. Extrapolating from the above-mentioned results, the Arab translators seem to put most of these techniques into action when it comes to phonetically problematic words. Results reveal a significant distinction between native-speaking and non-native speaking translators in the use of the appended list of words. Both native translators and writers almost equally activate this list. Arabic translators, however, rarely summon the words which violate their Arabic phonetic rules.
The Arab speakers, on studying EFL, show problems with pronouncing long vowels and several consonant clusters (Fender, 2008) . Saigh and Schmitt (2012) concluded that Arab ESL learners demonstrate greater difficulties with English spelling, compared to any other ESL learner group, which consequently affects their word recognition ability. Exemplary words include meek /ˈmiːk/ and reek /ˈriːk/. This is complicated when it comes to repeating vowels at short distances. Examples include peculiar /pɪˈkyulyər/ and cumulate /ˈkjuːmjəˌleɪt/. Also, they have problems with pronouncing the sounds /(s)trʌ/, /ˈsp/, /skw-/ and /-kstr-/. Examples of words which contain these sounds include squirm, exquisite, extraditable, extradite, extrapolate, perplexed, squabble, spatter, spawn, sprawl, spree, sprinkle, sprint, spritz, sprout, spruce, spud and spume. Accordingly, it is not unexpected from Arabic translators to avoid words that may have such hard-to-pronounce sounds especially when it comes to adding problematic vowels to such sounds.
As displayed in Table 3 , non-native-speaking translators (G3) use the PPWs in a much lesser incidence than that of the peer native-speaking translators (G2). This is mitigated in G4. Therefore, the infrequent use of difficult-to-pronounce words (Appendix A) is attributed to the lower phonological awareness of such PPWs.
Although several studies suggest that phonological awareness with English phonotactics and phoneme co-occurrence, can interfere with learners' abilities to segment words from running speech using purely statistical cues at initial exposure and can mediate the influence of phonotactic probability (Endress et al., 2010; Finn & Kam, 2008; Munson et al., 2005; Parra et al., 2011) , the participants of such studies mentioned above were children. Postulating that translators exercise the same learning mechanism in studying L2, this study investigates the influence of the use of English pragmatic markers and of phonological awareness of English phonotactics by non-native speaking and native-speaking translators on translating literary texts from Arabic into English.
We agree with Nadeau (2001) that linguistic theories provide unsatisfactory accounts for the phonological processing. This rings true especially with explaining the occurrence of paraphasic errors that have both semantic and phonological similarity as well as cross-linguistic phonemes processing and production. Therefore, the integration of neurolinguistics evidence and basic theoretical and applied phonetics should be aimed to get a better understanding of the findings that neither sides can explain on its own.
Conclusion
This study suggests that the sensitive use of pragmatic markers on translating from Arabic into English can influence the readability of the English translation. Modern standard Arabic demonstrates a lexical-pragmatic merging of terms which correspond to English pragmatic markers. Colloquial Egyptian Arabic is more inclined to use pragmatic marker well. Colloquial Egyptian Arabic is more inclined to use pragmatic markers. Examples include 'tayyeb', 'mashy', 'kewayys','ya'ni' and 'abadan'. However, the use of such marker is case-sensitive and is bound to the context and genre of the studied literary text. We also conclude that phonological awareness of PPWs affect word choices among the studied groups of translators. This has implicated on the overall quality of the rendered translation in G3. Appendix 1 defines a list of PPWs which are rarely observed in the translations rendered by L1 Arabic translators.
Such findings should be further experimented in Arabic and English free writing. Other phonetically problematic English patterns (e.g., vowel combinations) should be checked in the Arabic translations of both native English and Arabic translators and so are gender difference and age effect in applying phonotactics to English production.
The findings of this study should be validated in experimental studies and in ERP tasks. Reflection on the mental lexicon of Arabic learners of English language should be made. Accordingly, the attached appendix of non-primed words, in the Arabic mental lexicon, is recommended to be used whenever indicated should they choose to should they choose to achieve a native tone.
Limitations of this study include studying translated novels which are written mostly by Egyptian authors (e.g., Mahfouz and Taher) and are translated by the few publishers (e.g., American University in Cairo). Studying literary texts originally written by multi-cultural Arabic writers (e.g., Saudi and Iraqi writers) would suggest more reliable results. The level of evidence introduced by the present is the least empirical evidence because it is only based on corpus-analysis of written texts and a web-based phontactic analyzer.
